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that the bill can go on to the White
House for the President’s signature.

What is the Certified State Medi-
ation Program? When producers and
the USDA are in disagreement regard-
ing loans, wetlands remediation, con-
servation compliance, grazing, pes-
ticides, and other issues deemed appro-
priate by the Secretary of Agriculture,
any State with a program can allow a
mediator to help solve the differences
between the producers and USDA. Both
sides must agree to the mediator cho-
sen to help resolve the dispute.

Mediators can only help reach an
agreement that both sides agree to
abide by. The mediators are not arbi-
trators whose decisions are legally en-
forceable. The mediators work to find
consensus. If the two sides involved in
the dispute cannot reach agreement,
they still have all the legal options
available to them. States that decide
to participate in the program must go
through a certification process and
provide 30 percent of the program’s op-
erating costs.

The program is authorized to spend
up to $7.5 million per year but, in 2004,
only $3,950,000 was needed to operate
the program in over 30 States. The pro-
gram provides a great deal of bang for
the buck and has been highly success-
ful and useful.

The USDA’s Farm Service Agency,
FSA, works with States to ensure that
their mediation programs are meeting
all required standards, and it also helps
those States that are interested in be-
coming certified to navigate and com-
plete the approval process. One of the
most important aspects of the program
is that it provides strict confiden-
tiality for those who decide to use the
mediation program.

I have a breakdown of the States
that are currently certified mediation
States and the amount of money they
received in 2004, I am happy to make
that information available to any in-
terested Member.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes”
on S. 643 to ensure that an extremely
practical and cost-efficient program
continues to be utilized.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. HERSETH. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I also rise today in
strong support of S. 643, which is the
companion legislation of H.R. 1930 in-
troduced by my distinguished colleague
on the Committee on Agriculture, the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
LuUCcAS).

This legislation would extend the au-
thorization for the State Mediation
Grant Program carried out by USDA’s
Farm Service Agency to provide Fed-
eral matching grants to State medi-
ation programs.

Currently 32 States, including my
home State of South Dakota, are cer-
tified to receive matching funds under
this program, and two more States are
working on becoming certified. To re-
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ceive Federal funding, a State program
must meet certain criteria and have at
least a 30 percent match in State fund-
ing.

This program was created in 1987 as a
result of the credit crisis facing agri-
culture in the mid-1980s. Since its in-
ception, an original intent of dealing
with credit and loan disputes, Congress
has expanded its scope to cover a num-
ber of other issues stemming from farm
program participation, everything
from wetland determinations to com-
modity program eligibility and pes-
ticide drift.

Early on, leaders in South Dakota
recognized the value that such a pro-
gram could provide to the farmers,
ranchers, and lenders in our State, and
they created a program in 1988 to deal
with agricultural credit disputes. It
has been a resounding success. In the
more than 16 years that the South Da-
kota Department of Agriculture has
operated its mediation program, it has
received more than 4,500 requests for
mediation.

In South Dakota, mediation is avail-
able for agricultural credit disputes in-
volving any amount of money. How-
ever, a creditor must submit to medi-
ation in any credit dispute involving
more than $50,000.

This popular program provides many
benefits to both agricultural borrowers
and lenders in many States across the
country. We all know that lending dis-
putes can become contentious, and this
program enables participants to nego-
tiate and create their own mutually
agreeable solutions to such disputes.

Also, the cost of mediation is much
less than the formal appeals process at
USDA, averaging less than $700 per
year, as opposed to the thousands of
dollars it can cost to go through the
National Appeals Division. The length
of time to reach conclusions is also
much shorter, normally several days,
in contrast to appeals cases that can
stretch for months.

Mediation works because it is a time-
saving and affordable alternative to
litigation and appeals. It also promotes
communication between disputing par-
ties rather than confrontation and ani-
mosity. And, in my communications
with the South Dakota Department of
Agriculture staff, mediation generally
results in more successful and enduring
resolution to most credit disputes.

This program has worked for farmers
and agricultural lenders in South Da-
kota and across the country for almost
20 years, and I am pleased to support S.
643 to extend the authorization of this
program through 2010.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Madam
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
LucAas) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 643.

The question was taken.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Madam
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

—————

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Madam
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on S. 643, the bill just consid-
ered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

COMMENDING THE ESTABLISH-
MENT IN COLLEGE POINT, NEW
YORK, OF THE FIRST KINDER-
GARTEN IN THE UNITED STATES

Mr. KLINE. Madam Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 47)
commending the establishment in Col-
lege Point, New York, of the first kin-
dergarten in the United States, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 47

Whereas in 1854, Conrad Poppenhusen, a
successful businessman from Germany, built
a factory in College Point, Queens, New
York, and, breaking with many entre-
preneurs of his time, worked to create an en-
vironment beneficial to the immigrant com-
munity, which included schools;

Whereas the Poppenhusen Institute was es-
tablished in 1868 with a $100,000 donation;

Whereas the Poppenhusen Institute was to
serve the fundamental educational needs of
the community and began as a free adult
evening school for the residents of Flushing
Town;

Whereas in 1870, the Poppenhusen Insti-
tute’s services expanded to serve as the first
free, public kindergarten in the TUnited
States for the children of Mr. Poppenhusen’s
factory and the community;

Whereas children who attend a high-qual-
ity kindergarten demonstrate higher levels
of reading and mathematics knowledge and
skills than those who do not attend kinder-
garten;

Whereas a number of studies, including
studies commissioned by the Department of
Education, demonstrate that children en-
rolled in kindergarten more rapidly acquire
the knowledge and skills integral to succeed
in school and life;

Whereas the United States is a stronger,
better place because of the children who are
able to enrich their academic and social de-
velopment through free kindergartens across
the country;

Whereas for some children, kindergarten is
the first common ground where they interact
with students from a myriad of cultural, eco-
nomic, racial, and religious backgrounds to
learn about their world, each other, and
themselves; and
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